--CONFIDENTIAL-- 


To: Files, Yfi, JN5? November 28, 1971 

Subject : My correspondence with the CIA 

Refer to ray letter of 11/ 1/71 to ths CIA, Mr. Thuerrcer's reply of 
ll/l 5» and ± ray letter of 11/24. 

bote tho offer to discuss ray questions with me "if [_ 1_J come to 
Washington. " Ihis is the first response of this kind I have gotten 
in any of ray correspondence with g ro s s ne government agencies. It is 
certainly not required by tine Freedom of Information Act and doesn't 
esIsbehe relieve an agency of its obligations under the act. 

Several possible explanations come to mind: 

(1) According to SmsgEX George Lennar , who I think heard it 
directly from Aid, some old friend of dud's (lawyer) now works for the CIA. 
and through him Pud got to meet tho CIA *s man on the case. jud was shown 
tho uncropped version of the photo in question. Perhaps the CIA. is trying 
to tell mo that they are willing to show me the photo off the record (as 
they might xsed: wall be, saocc sinco there is nothing in it, I expect) but 
they would be unwilling to set a precedent by making it public in a Freedom 
of Information action. 

(2) My letter mentioned certain alleged identifications of the 
unidentified man. They may have thought I had some additional information 
which I might be able to skxseeeese provide. My reply makes clear that this 
is not the case. This explanation is not likely, since they could ww easily 
have said directly that they would be interested, or would take note of, 

any information I might wish to provide. 

(3) My first letter was written as much to give then something to 
think about as to get information. I made a point of indicating that I knew 
quite a bit, and especially (with regard to item (4), re the Mexico City 

CIA bug/tap at the Piabassy) that I had gotten information from stuff tho 
FPI had released. I wanted to see if they would perk up. Ifaybe they did. 

Note that their response was unusually fast. 

Their interest might be related to a revival of their interest in tho 
assassination, as indicated to HW by PR. I have heard no additional information 
on this. 

(4) Perhaps they have some interest in looking me, specifically, over. 

I doubt it. 

As for the requested items, I don't think one gsw could make a. very 
good F of I case . It Is silly for them to keep such tki u ik things classified 
but it is not far enough out of line with present pveo q evwTdrHry practices to 
argue that the 'national security' exemption does not apply. 

Any suggestions about followup on this? My reply was deliberately 
ambiguous * I wanted to suggest that I would probably want to talk to them if 
_ had the chance; i.e. , was in i.C. 1 1 expect that ny appeal will be 
denied, and that I will then the matter drop. 
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